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Fiel:-Initiated Admirist_ator Compet cy Development:
A Pilot Exi,erience

Gordon A. Donaldson, Jr., UniverEity of Mine
Andrew Seager, RMC Research Ccrporatim

Since the tide of teacher reform crested in the mid-1980's,

issues concerning the quality and preparation .f school

aaministrators have come increasingly into the public arena

(Gousha, LoPresti, and Jones, 1987; Gibboney, 1987). In Maine, an

unusual legislative attempt to turn teacher certification and

professional development over to the field gave way, in 1985, to a

similar initiative for administrators. This paper will examine

some findings from pilot attempts to place the responsibility for

the development of administrator competencies in the hands of

local collegial teams.

Maine bill L.D. 1228, passed in June of 1985, changed the

groundrules for administrator certification for both current and

future administrators in Maine. In place of a law which required

university coursework, teaching experience, and meager internship

experience, the legislature created a system which many hoped

would serve as more than simply a gamut to certification. The new

law had three purposes: a) to define broadly the competencies

expected of school administrators and to tie certification to

them; b) to open multiple routes for prospective and practicing

administrators to gain and enhance competencies; and c) to give

district-based administrators and others planning, support, and

review authority over the competency development of candidates for

certification or recertification. Underlying this last purpose

was a barely concealed ambition to break the state's sole reliance



on university courses as a means for both prcfessional developmen7_

and certification, an ambition which grew both from displeasure

with these courses and from the belief that competencies would

more readily develop through field-based, "hands-on" experiences

than through coursework and university practica. It is this last

purpose which is the topic of this paper.

In particular, we shall address three questions which arose

in the twenty-six months during which Maine districts pilot tested

the new law. We have selected them because they are endemic to

programs of competency development (Leithwood, 1987) and because

they are of particular importance to certification reforms which

are modeled on competency development (Gousha, et al, 1987).

First, how did local teams or individuals responsible for

certification or renewal assess administrators' (or prospective

administrators') existing competencies at the outset of the

project? Second, how were growth plans conceived and carried out?

And third, what procedures were used to assess the outcomes of the

development process and was there evidence of growth that could

serve as a basis for certification decisions?

The Sites and the Authors' Access

Between July, 1985 and September, 1987, three multi-district

sites tested the new law. Site A, a consortium of six suburban

districts east of Portland, concentrated its efforts on

certificate renewal among existing administrators and included, at

maximum, twenty-three administrators representing different roles.

Site A used a mentor model in which administrators were paired for

assessment, growth plan development, and assessment of progress.



Site B consisted of seven d_stricts northwest of Augusta,

including Augusta as well as several rural districts. It devised

and tested its own procedures for both initial administrator

certification and renewal using both mentors and "._uppor-.1 teams"

of administrators, university, and state personnel. Twenty-eight

educators, of whom twelve were practicing administrators and

sixteen were teachers aspiring to administration took part in Site

B. Site C was located in northern Maimc and was highly

university-driven (it will not be included in this discussion).

The authors were hired to monitor and evaluate the three

pilot projects and to submit a report to the State Board of

Education and the Legislature prior to the development of

regulations and the implementation of the new system (July 1988).

In addition to documentary and on-site observation, half of the

fifty-one administrator candidates were interviewed twice each

(winter 1986; May 1987). In addition, all personnel who served on

support teams or as mentors were surveyed concerning their roles

as assessors, collegial supporters, and evaluators of professional

growth. A sample of candidate administrators, as well, completed

a self-assessment instrument '-erived from established work on

instructional management (Hallinger and Murphy, 1986) and on

professional efficacy (Bandura, 1977; Gibson and Dembo, 1984).

Finally, each candidate submitted weekly logs of activities

throughout the project as well as professional growth plans and,

where possible, evidence of completion.

From these data, the authors developed a comprehensive rerort

describir the events of each pilot, the organizational structures



that developed to sLoport activities, the assessment of

professional development needs, the Planning for thei:

fulfullmont, az-_i the final evaluation of outcomes (Donaldson and

Seager, 1987). This paper limits itself to the assessment an

evaluation issues that arose and to the evidence cf expected

outcomes the authors were able to collect.

Initial Assessments of Competencies

If a candidate's certificate is to reflect his/her possession

of certain knowledge and competency, a valid and reliable means of

asFessing the presence of that knowledge and those competencies

must exist. More particularly, if the certificate of a practicing

administrator is to reflect the existence of those competencies,

its renewal must hinge on evidence of their continuing existence

or, as was The case in many instances in Maine, of their

enhancement. The Maine consortia of districts were encouraged to

pilot test the concept of "administrator action plans" (AAPs),

professional growth plans which were undefined in law but which

were interpreted by Sites A and B to involve knowledge and

skill assessments, goal-setting, action plans, and deadlines for

certification purposes.

In both sites, the problem of establishing a baseline against

which to measure the growth of competencies was ever present.

Although the law provided a general description of the competency

areas, it left to the local mentor pairs and support teams the

task of defining these in operational terms. Hence, the "state

list" was not truly a list of competencies but was rather a list

of "areas" in which a candidate was required to demonstrate a
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"basic level of knowledge." The list was:

Community relations;
School finance and budget;
Supervision and evaluation of personnel;
Federal and state civil rights and education laws;
Organizational theory and planning;
Education leadership;
Educational philosophy and theory;
Effective instruction;
Curriculum development;
Staff development; and
Other competency areas as determined by state board rule.

How did pairs of administrators, in the case of Site A, and

teams of administrators (or others) in Site B, establish a

beginning point for the professional growth plans of candidates?

The two sites developed differently in this respect, and the

differences have important consequences for the viability of the

Maine certification model. Before examining the differences,

however, it should be noted that the initial response to the task

of baseline assessment was to ask the candidate to conduct a self-

assessment. In both sites, candidates weLe required to submit a

portfolio of their educational background, their work history,

their leadership and administrative experiences, and their

evaluations of current development goals.

In Site A, two additional steps were taken to establish the

baseline. First, workshops were provided during the summ-2r which,

partly by design, offered candidates current models and research

findings as criteria to use in further self-assessment. These

included descriptions of "effective leadership" as well as

specific designs for effective supervison and the feedback

conference. A second step, however, proved more popular with many

administrators; the Peer Assisted Leadership training (Farwest
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Regional Labs) v:s offered to candidates and it hc,came tie basis

for more of the mentor relationships than any other model. Here,

administrators were trained in a process of mutual observation,

assistance in identifying e::istir.g performance patterns, and

assistance in setting goals for development. The initial

competency assessments which evolved from the mentor pairs in Site

A were highly individualized and bore no consistent relationship

to either the state list or any other single model of leadership

competencies.

In Site B, a more heavily centralized system evolved. After

candidates had been asked to submit self-evaluations, the steering

committee of representatives from each district accurately

concluded that they reflected little common understanding of the

competencies outlined in the state list. In fact, they realized

that the self-evaluation task had proven almost impossible for

teachers at.:oiring to administration because they had no conceptual

basis and little experiential basis on which to establish their

self-assessments. In response, the Site B steering committee did

three things.

Using committees composed of local administrators, university

personnel, and an occasional state department of eaucation

representative, they developed lists of "behavioral indicators" to

accompany each of the "knowledge areas" on the state list (see

appendix A). They then strongly urged candidates, with their

mentors or support teams, to use these as a blueprint for

conducting individual needs assessments and, subLequently, writing

growth plans. Second, they arranged several workshops for
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candidates which prov_ded either leadership or surervisory mccels

(e.g., Madeleine Hunter) or a specific means of furtner self-

assessment (Myers-Briggs and Bernice McCarthy learning styles

inventories). Third, the steering committee arranged an on-site

session of th NASSP Assessment Center for ten prospective

administrators. Of the three structured means of assistance, the

last one, with its activity-based competencies and observation-

based assesment procedures, was considered by far the most helpful

by candidates.

Our independent evaluation of the administrator action plans

concluded that, in many instances, these initial assessments in

both sites were flawed in number of ways (Donaldson and Seager,

1987). First, they were not specific enough to identify clearly a

discrete skill or area of knowledge which a candidate could

address in a plan. For example, candidates often listed a need to

increase their knowledge of "school law" or "the clinical

supervision model" but provided no further details to pinpoint

what this meant. Second, they were not consistently based on the

state list, except in the case of candidates for initial

certification. In the most common case, candidates' assessments

of what they needed to improve were described not in terms of what

specific capabilities they needed to develop but in terms of goals

and tasks which their immediate job demanded. For example, one

candidate's action plan included the development of a curriculum

review process in his school; the "developmental need" was

expressed as the school's rather than his own (although the two

were not necessarily incompatible), and the plan reflecte0. this

7



emphasi:. Third, the qu -:ty and subs-tance of assc.-snen-_s was

uneven from candidate to candidate, as might be expected in a

situation where little training had occurred. One candidate's

self-assessment, for example, stood as her "baseline evaluation"

while another's included detailed observational data from the

Assessment Center. And finally, little evidence of systematic

external assessment existed at all and, concomitantly, reliable

assessment data on which to building an administrator action plan

was iargely absent.

Clearly, this last problem was a collcssai one. Although it

was not essential that a licensure decision be based on evidence

of growth (i.e.. comparison of initial competencies with endpoint

competencies), the manner in which Maine's sites approached the

pilot testing (with state encouragement) emphasized a professional

development model in which increases in demonstrated proficiencies

were essential. Hence, the difficIlties described above

obstructed significantly the system from working in a logical,

verifiable manner. As we shall see later, particularly in Site B,

the absence of detailed, valid initial assessment data did not

necessarily deter candidates and mentors/support teams from

perceiving that growth was occurring.

Administrator Action Plans

Both pilot sites employed the concept of an administrator

action plan (AAP) as the instrument for professional growth.

Although the AAP was modeled after Maine's new teacher

certification law in which candidates for new certificates use a
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"teacher action plan," neither the structure nor the process

surrounding the AAP were specified in the law. Each site

developed its own model (see appendix B). In Site A, the action

plan included a description of the candidate's current position,

of the "problem identification/needs assessment" proses.; used to

arrive at the plan, and a "worksheet" on which the candidate was

to relate "needs," "goals/expected outcomes," "activities,"

"timeline," "resources," and "evaluation plans." In Site B, the

plan was structured by the state list of "competencies," with

"goals" and related "activities" designated under each competency.

Each "activity" was to include an "evaluation" procedure, the name

of a mentor or support team member, and the dates of commencement

and completion.

Neiher of these models was flawed in an obvious way. They

both used a goal-based development process reminiscent cf many

rational planning designs. The employment of the action plans,

however, bore surprisingly little resemblance to the models. In

particular, the development activities noted in the AAPs were

characterized by the following attributes:

1. school-specific, job-related: The majority of AAPs committed
candidates to complete activities directly related to their
jobs. These were generally activities which were new to the
candidate, but there was no indication that the activity would
provide that candidate with a generalizable skill which could
be used in the future.

2. isolated, discrete units: The activities generally identified
specific tasks and objectives in the work setting and they
generally resulted in products; however, seldom was the
.onnection to a specific competency standard clearly drawn.
Thus, for instance, a candidate committed herself to create a
bibliography, but did not state that the books would be read,
that there would be any reflection on their contents if they
were read, and no person was identified to review the
bibliography for its appropriateness to developing



administrative capabilities.

3. conventional activities: In the majority of cases, candidates
and their mentors/support teams presented conventional
professional development activities as their plan for building
administrative competencies. Most common were university
courses (frequently the same ones required for certification
under the old regulations); many included workshops, including
those arranged by the pilot sites which provided general
background rather than specifically targeted form of
professional educaiton.

. absence of integration: In general, where goals were related
to the state list of competencies, they were directly related
to a single competency, such as building familiarity with
civil rights or special education law or learning the Hunter
supervision model. Rarely did the plan provide for the
integration of discrete knowledge into a more general
operational capability of the sort often mentioned in recent
literature on administration. The absence of a "human
relations" competency symbolized this tendency toward viewing
administration as a segmented or serial activity.

These observations on the administrator action plan

activities highlight the difficulties local teams experienced in

simply identifying what constitutes good administrator training.

Given the vagaries of this process even among those in

universities who devote their full attention to it, we were not

surprised to find relatively little clear direction or innovative

spirit in the sites. On the other hand, we must add that many

candidates and many mentcrs/support team members testified that

their experiences were vastly more productive than these rather

flacid action plans described. That is, the relationship between

the candidate and the mentor or team was vital to the quality of

the experience and, once that relationship was established, a

great deal more occurred than had been written in the plan or, for

that matter, could easily be reported in an evaluation.

Put another way, these pilots asked full-time administrators

and teachers to integrate into their workdays activities which

10
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would create and enhance administrative skills and knowledge. Not

only were time and energy immediate obstacles for them, but the

psenne of useful models for underst'nding administrator

development seemed even more frustrating. Viewed from this

standpoint, the fact that most teams turned to conventional,

isolated opportunities (i.e., those that were available) is not

surprising. The need to provide training and orientation for

mentors and support teams as well as to suggest and demonstrate

model activities that exploit the field bas= was most apparent in

these pilots (although less so in Site A, where the PAL training

appeared to have, however gradually, promised to fulfill this

,-leed).

Evaluating Evidence of Outcomes

In the contexz. of certification, the measurement of

competency levels is of course central to the success of the

adminis;_rator development process. In the past in Maine, the only

measurement involved in administrator certification has been the

grading of university courses and, less frequentl'7, the evaluation

of internship experiences. The new law, by giving the f'.eld

leadership and responsibility for traininc , effected the

evaluation problem in two ways. Tt increased the complexity of

evaluation by designating broad competency areas and by

potentially involving many people in the evaluation process. And

it increased the ambiguity of evaluation by encouraging that it be

tied to performance.

We observed the evaluation process in action in a number of
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instances in Site B and we collected through document review and

interviews evidence of evaluation procedures and outcomes from

each of the fifty-one candidates. Further, we surveyed one

quarter of the candidates to obtain independent measures of their

perceived competency levels ana their sense of professional

efficacy (given the manner in which the pilots developed, however,

it was impossible to do pre/post administrations).

In Site B, fourteen candiates completed the activities in

their action plans and applied for certification or renewal prior

to September 1987. Each candidate was required to assemble

evidence of completion and to obtain the written recommendation of

his or her support team signifying that the plan had been

successfully completed (a step which, as noted above, did not

necessarily imply that the competencies were in place). In turn,

the chairperson of the team took the plan and evidence and

presented it to the inter-district Advisory Committee which juried

the candidacy prior to recommending approval or denial of

certification to the state.

The presentation of candidates was conducted formally, with

the chairperson typically running down the list of ten competency

areas on the state list, noting the AAP's disposition regarding

each area, stating the candidate's actual activities, and

finishing with a statement of the team's evaluation. These

evaluations took the form of several types of evidentiary

statement:

. completion of coursework reported to cover the competency

for example: "Regarding the theory competency, he'd
taken EAD 550 ("Theories of Administration", University
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of Maine), so we signed off. With respect to the
Instructional Design competency, he'd had E;-.D 550, EAD
615 ("The Principalship", Univeristy of Maine), and had
redesigned adult education for the district. We felt he
was proficient at the entry level."

. evidence that an AAP activity had been completed

for example: "She (candidate) either verified (with
documentation) that she'd done the activity to the
support team or I (chairperson) verified it to the
team."

. evidence from prior work experience that a competency areawas covered

for example: "Given his background in special education
(as a teacher) and his coursework in supervision and
administration, we felt he'd done enough (to merit
recommendation for the principalship)."

. testimony by the candidate or by others that the competency
was present at a sufficient level of quality

for example: "I (chairperson) have a record of her
supervision of one teacher. It was a very successful
experience; she really turned around this marginal
teacher."

or: "In our conversations with him (candidate), he most
certainly felt he had a good handle on budgeting."

or: "(The university faculty member on the support
team) thought his grasp of entry level skills in
supervision was certainly acceptable."

. testimony by the chairperson as to the effort and general
ability of the candidate

for example: "The support team was very pleased with
(the candidate's) effort, felt he went well beyond what
the plan stipulated, so we recommend approval."

or: "I think he's a real bright and conscientious
person."

Although these remarks appear hollow when removed from the

context of the meeting, they convey the real difficulties

experienced by all participants in documenting the existence of

competencies. In many instances, neither the chairperson nor

135



another team member had ac-..ually witnessed the candidate

demonstrating the competency because they had little sustained

access to the candidate's direct activities. So they relied on

reports from the candidate, on written documeatation, and on

reports from educators Woo had observed the candidate. Support

team members and mentors, in turn, were asked to represent this

evidence to the Advisory Committee, who then were relying on

second-hand if not third-hand data. Given the obstacles of direct

candidate observation and those of assembling and presenting

evidence of competencies in all ten areas, it was not surprising

that most evidence was in the form of either factual statements

of the completion of courses or activities or general testimonials

from educators acquainted with a candidate's work.

In either case, the evaluation of growth in the Maine sites

relied heavily on self-reported data. For this reason, the

authors developed an instrument to make possible comparisons among

candidates' self-assessments at the end of the pilot period. The

instrument incorporated items dealing with instructional

management from the "Principal Instructional Management Rating

Scale" (Hallinger and Murphy, 1986), items dealing with

professional efficacy (Gibson and Dembo, 1984), and items

constructed to match competency areas on the Maine list that were

not covered by the preceeding instruments. The instrument was

pilot tested for face validity among seven candidates for initial

certification and five candidates for renewal (who were currently

holding administrative positions). The premature termination of

the pilot project evaluation prevented the administration of the
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instrument to all fifty-one participants.

The results of the survey, clearly, cannot be considered

either valid or reliable without more study. Nonetheless, two

observations are deemed useful to this discussion, if only on a

speculative plane. First, most of the twelve candidates rated

themselves more "confident" of the ability to handle the less

well defined tasks of goal-setting, communication, school climate,

and providing instructional assistance than they did their ability

to budget, supervise plant operation, employ psychological

principles, or use "law" properly. That is, the self-evaluations

of these twelve stressed their need to learn the specialized,

cognitive schema of school management more than it did their need

to integrate behavioral and conceptual skills in action. Second,

the seven candidates for initial certification as principals

proved to be more "bullisi" on themselves as potential

administrators than were the experienced administrators. Though

hardly verifiable in a statistical sense, the novices consistently

reported themselves more confident of their ability to handle

tasks than did veterans.

These observations raise more questions about the effects of

the pilot experiences. In particular, they suggest that

candidates themselves emerge from 18 to 24 months of activity in

the Maine certification model with fairly positive feelings about

their ability to serve as administrators. On what evidence do

they base these feelings? Is it evidence that can be deemed valid

and reliable by an external review? Particularly in the case of

the novice, were these ambitious assessments inflated by false

3.51 j



confidence or by an optimism borne of ignorance of the

difficulties and complexities of "real" administrative wcrk? Cr,

has the field-based model permitted the development of confidence

in a way that courses cannot? If so, has it done so by separating

learning about administration from being responsible for

administrative outcomes?

Conclusion

These questions should fuel further research on field-based

certification and competency development. Certainly, they are

central to certification reform in Maine as well as in other

states such as Florida which have cast their lot with those who

combine competency development and certification in field-based

developmental experiences. Maine's experience, however, has

raised more questions than it has laid to rest (admittedly, the

short pilot period has contributed to this fact in a significant

way).

Maine administrators and aspirants to administration were

plagued by their inabilities to make the Administrator Action Plan

work cleanly. These difficulties appear to have had three

sources. The first, and most basic, was intrinsic to the AAP

model itself. Assuming that professional preparation will be

enhanced through a diagnostic-prescriptive process, the AAP

required that candidates, mentors, and support teams be able to

assess the initial state of competence for each candidate, build a

program of development upon that assessment, and evaluate the

"end" condition. In Maine, this model proved unworkable for two

apparent reasons. First, field-based teams lacked a common,



detailed conceptual model for administrative competency on which

to base assessments, growth plans, assistance, and evaluation

decisions. Second, candidates and teams were unable to

operationally define and measure candidate performance against the

conceptual models they did use (such as they were).

A second major issue arose from the assumption that

working educators could create the developmental milieu for one

another and for novices entering administration. Despite the well

intentioned notion that "the profession can best build and sustain

itself", professional administrators cannot easily take the time

to assist one another or a teacher in moving toward administrative

competency. This is especially true in rural states, where intra-

district or intra-school travel is time-consuming and where

administrators are often working alone in a school or district.

At the root of this issue is the apparent need for field-based

competency development to provide frequent face-to-face contact

between candidate and mentor or support team. This need afflicted

the Maine sites in two ways: 1) if a candidate was to assimilate

new information and accomodate new behaviors, both feedback and

support needed to be continuous and personal; 2) if certification

decisions were to be validly and reliably based on performance

competencies, they needed to be documented through continuous,

first-hand observation of performance. Clearly, neither of these

conditions was met in the Maine pilot sites.

Finally, the field-based administrator certification pilots

in Maine suffered from a form of goal ambiguity which has pestered

other states' certification reform attempts as well (Malen and



Hart, 19F7). Maine, with LD 122E, attempted sim*,:ltan-ously to

upgrade certification and encourage professional development among

administrators. To some degree, we observed difficulties in the

pilot sites which stemmed from the lack of fit between these two

goals. Were candidates to set development gcals based on their

own local perceptions of need or should they force their needs

assessment to the terms of the "state list"? Whose responsibility

(or right) was it to judge the suitability of a "development

activity" on an AAP? If the PAL pair agreed on an activity's

merit, could a review panel more distant from the performance

level legitimately raise questions? And what criteria were to

serve as a basis for final evaluations of development or of

competency? What rules of evidence were to apply? In Maine, Site

A's focus on certification renewal carried it naturally in the

direction of the professional development goal, while Site B

attempted to combine accountability measures (as in the behavioral

indicators list and the Advisory Committee's final review) with

opportunities for professional development.

Despite these obvious difficulties in the execution of

Maine's new certification model, a curious optimism characterized

tne participants. Many, in fact, seemed unconcerned that the AAP

process was flawed and chose instead to testify at length to the

value of the locally-initiated development experience. That is,

the rational plan for certification and development incorporated

in the law seemed unworkable: Field-based competency development

among administrators simply does not fit the clean, logical terms

of a diagnostic-prescriptive model (it appears, once again, that



the world of schools is not so serial and ratlonal). Cn the other

hand, Maine's law gave prospective administrators and working

administrators control over their own development goals and

activities and, importantly, forced a degree of local interaction

around them. Particularly in the case of mentor pairs, such as

the PAL pairs in Site A, both candidates and mentors vigorously

reported benefits to the experience. And, despite their inability

to operationalize the competencies in measurable terms, support

teams and mentors often felt confident of their final assessments

of candidates; their access to multiple sources of data often gave

them a better sense of a candidate's preparation than, for

example, a university practicum supervisor might have.

We came away from our observation of the pilots in Maine

doubtful that the new law could make certification consistently

reflect admistrator competencies. We were, nevertheless,

intrigued by the possibilities of giving collegial networks the

support and responsibility for professional growth. Indeed,

similarities to the growing success of principals' centers and

administrator institutes are obvious (Wimpelberg, 1987). From

these experiences, it would appear that Maine's daring attempt to

renew administrative certification by encouraging professional

field-based development will reauire considerable change in our

conceptions of school administration. Administrators, their

schools, and their districts will need to allot time and energy to

the activities and associations which are crucial to the

development competencies in the complex and dynamic work of school

administration. In effect, Maine's pilots reflected the need for



time and training to teach participants and their work

environme_ts a new model of professional growth and performance,

one which must rely on "systemic organizational changes" for its

survival (Boyd, 1987). Though fraught with problems, both

practical and conceptual, the fact that administrators were

inspired by the pilot opportunity and that the state continues to

support a field-based model is encouraging.
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1. Community Relations

Competency

Informs, invites and involves
the community, in a collaborative

manner, with goal setting and

implementation of school/system
policies and practices.

2. Finance and Budget

Competency

Demonstrates an understanding of

the budget preparation process
and the management of the
categories that support the
goals and objectives of the
school/system.

APPENDIX A

1.1.

Final Craft: 4/10/66

Behavioral Indicators

Takes overall responsibility for estab-
lishing and maintaining open lines of
communication and involvement with

the community.

1.2. Designs and implements strategies to
promote positive school/community

relationships.

1.3. Promotes activities that encourage
community members to participate in

the life o: the school/system.

1.4. Articulates the importance of
education as a tcp priority in the

community.

1.5. Demonstrates the ability to listen

and obtain community opinion.

Behavioral Indicators

2.1. Understands the district budget and
its implications for the local school.

2.2. Plans and prepares the school/system

budget.

2.3. Manages the program within the

allocated resources.

2.4. Interprets budget priorities and
constraints to the school staff and

community.

2.5. Shows knowledge of the district

accounting system.

2.6. Demonstrates knowledge in the funding

of schools (subsidies) .

2.7. Creates alternatives to school
funding, i.e. Innovative Grants,
Foundations, TrLst Funds.

`14



3. Eun.-rvl.len and E%aluatic: cf P,:rs-nnel

Ccm-eter7.

Supervises and evaluates the
effectiveness of the personnel
responsible for the delivery
of the school program.

Pe.avicril I:.dicatcrs

3.1. DemsnF:rate, a knowledge cf techniques
and strategies to assess t:.e perfor7

mance of school personnel.

3.2. Knows due process procedures and legal
requirements in disciplinary, non-
renewal and dismissal cases.

3.3. Develops assistance plans and/or
remediation efforts to improve the
performance of personnel.

3.4. Assists teachers in the development of
professional and instructional goals
and objectives.

3.5. Demonstrates knowledge of clinical
supervisory techniques including
systematic observation of teaching and
effective conferencing skills.

3.6. Constructs formative and summative
evaluations.

4. Federal and State Civil Rights and Educational Laws

Competency

The candidate demonstrates
knowledge of national, state,
and local laws and applies
this knowledge in the day to
day decision making which
affects students and
employees.

rl

Behavioral Indicators

4.1. Designs and implements school policies
which are consistent with the law,
board policy, and contractual agree-
ments which incorporate the elements
of "due process" for both students
and personnel.

4.2. Reviews school/system policies in order
to determine whether or not they are
legally and educationally sound.

4.3. Maintains a familiar, current, and
working knowledge of federal and
state civil rights and educational
laws.

4.4. Communicates awareness of civil
rights and legal changes in education
to the school community.

4.5. Demonstrates proficiency in the
admjnistration of negotiated
aareements.

4.6. Seeks legal or technical assistance
when required.

4.7. Demonstrates the knowledge of the
collective bargaining process.



5. Crganizational Theory and P.ann.ng

Comnetenv,,

Plans for and schedules educa-
tional activities and the use of

staff and other resources to.
accomplish organizational goals.

Eehavioral Indicators

5.1. Establishes schedules, budgets, time

and organizes appropriately for
quality school programming.

5.2. Reviews tasks and establishes

prio':ities utilizing principals
of effective time management.

5.3. Uses research in raking prc.gram

decisions.

5.4. Uses school staff and student data
appropriately and conf-dentially.

5.5. Suppor.s the utilization and training

of volunteers.

5.5. Supervises the operation and
maintenance of the physical plant.

5.7. Demo.Istrates ability to plan and

implement long and short range

goals.

5.8. Uti'kzes participatory decision-
making where appropriate to accomplish
the mission of the school.

5.9. Communicates information to the
appropriate school and community
members in a timely fashion.

5.10. Designs and implement's appropriate
emergency, safety, and health
procedures

5.11. Recognizes the contributions of
staff and community members.



6. Educaticnal Leadershic

Compatencl.

Plans and implements an
instructional management
system based on sound educa-
tional philoscphy and learning
theory including learning
cbjecti7es, curriculum design
and instructional strategies
that encourage high levels
of achievement.

6.1.

6.2.

6.3.

6.4.

6.5.

6.6.

6.7.

6.8.

6.9.

6.10.

6.11.

6.12.

Sehav:cral Ind:catcrs

Participates as a member of lccal,
state and natItnal prcfesslonal
associations.

Serves as an effective change agent.

Participates in an cngcinT prcgram of
personal /profess:cr.ai growth and

development.

Promotes a positive schccl/system
climate based on respect, trust, high
morale, and academic development.

Assumes responsibility for behavior
management.

Visits classrooms, holds discussions
with students, shows interest in new
ideas, is visible and accessible to

the school community.

Communicates openly, listens actively
and encourages others to do the same.

Uses clear ..cncise, properly

constructeu forms of written and oral
communication.

Analyzes information relative to
problems, makes decisions, and
delegates respcnsibility as
appropriate.

Creates a strong sense cf togetherness
to accomplish the mission of the
school.

Identifies and utilizes human,
material, and financial resources
creatively to achieve school goals.

Encourages creative and high level
thinking skills.



1
i. Loucatien kni.c,sopny ano

Competency

Demonstrates knowledge in
educational philosophy and
learning theory and applies

these in the educational

setting.

Benavioral Indicators

7.1. Tinderstands and promotes the teaching/
learning i.rccess which includes .

contemporary 3%structior.ol patterns

and professionally accepted instruc-
tioral techniques and strategies.

7.2. Articulates, orally and in writing,

to the educational community a
philosophy that promotes learning as
a life long activity and which includes
values and beliefs consistent with the

educational program.

7.3. Demonstrates knowledge of child/
adolescent growth and development

patterns.

7.4. Establishes and maintains a positive
learning environment to bring about
the motivation and social integration

of students and staff.

8. Effective Instruction

Competency

Guides and assists personnel
in planning and implementing
instructional strategies that
match the curriculum and student

learning needs.

8.1.

8.2.

8.3.

8.4.

8.5.

8.6.

8.7.

8.8.

0 8.9.

Behavioral Indicators

Organizes the educational programs to
assure maximum use cf time on tasks.

Assists teachers in developing specific
learning obpectives for students.

Assists teachers in the acquisition
and refinement of effective instruc-

tional and classroom management

skills.

Establishes an environment for success-

ful learning.

Promotes and uses principles of child/
adolescent growth and development.

Assists teachers in the use of
appropriate student assessment in
diagnosis of student needs and

design of instructional programs.

Assists teachers in the identification

and use of appropriate instructional
support services (i.e., counseling
remediation, special education).

Assists teachers in the use of
appropriate instructional grouping
patterns to facilitate learning.

EstablisLas and models high expec-
tations for students, staff, and
self.



9. Curriculum :evelooment

Competency

Assumes leadership for identify- 9.1.

ing desired student skills and in
the planning of curriculum design,
implementation, and modification.

IC. Staff Development

Competency

Behavioral Indicators

Ensures that the school's curriculum
is supported by adequate resources of

time, money, materials and personnel.

9.2. Works with staff to develop a written
curriculum K-12 built around
specific, measurable learning object-
ives which comprise a cop.-.inutIm of

learning.

9.3. Participates actively in collaboration
with the staff and community in the
development and review of the system-
wide curriculum.

9.4. Maintains an environment of excellence
marked by high expectations and per-
sistent striving toward mastery levels
of achievement.

9.5. Monitors teaching and testing data to
ensure that curriculum objectives are
being met.

9.6. Encourages appropriate student extra-
curricular activities.

9.7. Demonstrates knowledge and techniques
of curriculum design, development, and
evaluation.

Supports and enc.)urages personnel 10.1.

to participate in personal/
professional activities which
enhance the mission of the

school/system.

Eehavioral Indicators

Utilizes evaluations of staff/student
strengths and weaknesses.

10.2. Assists personnel 1% developing
specific goals for personal/profes-

sional development.

10.3. Assists in the design of effg,ctive
staff and professional development
programs which match personal and
organizational goals.

10.4. Supports staff development through the

use of budget, time and resources.

10.5. Designs eff, 'lye staff and
professional development programs
which match personal and organiza-
tional goals.



Administrator:

AOrkISTRATOR CERTIFICATION PILOT

DUE JANUARY 1, 1587

I -:5 CONSORTIU"

;:T:ON PLAN

APPENDIX B s I t;

Mentor/Support:

School System: Freeport Public Schools

Position: Superintendent

Date Submitted: November 29, 1986

Date Accepted:

Certificate: Superintendent

Because this is a pilot prcject testinc the v- a:ili :y of t e Adminictratc-

Certification Law, ar evaluator may interview you or revew tnis act.,on

plan.

Adopted November E 19E6
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1ZRODU:TI:44

Desc-ioe your present position and state tne purposes o' tr-s action

plan. Con:ic,- your responsitilities relative to t, :dingl', staff, prc.-

grams, stucen-.... and the communit: Limit your reman :s tc trs page and

highlight these areas which will SC: the stage fo- your pe-::na. cevelop-

ment plan.

As superintendent of the schools, I am responsible for approxi-

mately 1050 students in graces K-12 noused in two elementary, one riddle

and one high school. While school bus dines are generally in excellent

condition, shirts in enrollment have created the need to plan for addi-

tional space: -:..creased kindergarten classes over the last three years are

pressure on elementary space, while the high school desperately
needs a new gymnasium, and auditorium for our excellent mus.: Pnd c-ama

programs, as well as communit -use rooms and a renovated cafet-ia. In

order to meet these needs, the 'Town Council has established t.,... puildiDg
committees, one for our Ear : Cnildhood Center for grades K-1. ,nd a high
scnool committee. I serve as a member of both committees and will be

responsible for the staff work, assisted by the two school principals who
are working on this as part of tneir action plans.

is exper4encing rapid economic grow:n, increases: re; cential

constru:tion accompanied by higher enrollments and a shift in values in tne
community which affects the community's expectations for the schs.ols and
indicates the need to redirect tne instructional eronasis from one of pre-
paring fishErzian and shoe factory workers towar:s tne risinc percentage of
students preparing for col7ege. While Freetort's level of state support
has fallen from 52% to 27% in the last three years, the Percentage of stu-
dents goinc or to further ecucation nas risen from 25% to 40%.

In addition to the neecs connected to scncol cemograph-cs, the chair-
mansh.: -- the :-95 Cert-f-cation =i1c: has c-r iced tne zc
become :lve: in state, :e act- and r.i mace 1: nece.sa-! to
mine training opoortur.:ties ft- acmir..:rators, especially those s,eking
recertification in their pcsi:ions



C. b

I com:leted the coLrse Vetr'K and comprehens'v exam: fo- tne Ed.D.

degree this fall and intend tc. begin on tne dissertztlon immediately.

NEEDS ASSESSMENT

Provide an overview of the prob'em identification/needs ;_cse:oment

process you used to arrive at your plan. Indicate who was involved in that

process. Describe how the assessment information was gather, e.g., wr-

formance anpraisal, literature review. formalized assessment ins:ruments, a

reflective interview, or sel.r-assessment. For the purposes of this pilot,

your goal: should be achievao"le by December 1, 1987.

1. Changing demographics and socio-economic characteristics of the

town and schools defini the need for planning activities to direct tne

necessary change. Planning models, an analysis of the political process,

.systems dynamics and leadership research formed the basis for my doctoral

course work at during the past year. Our system's needs

became obvious during that process and led to tne p1nnino model for rais-

ing aspirations. Tiq faculty at and

team and School Committee assisted in the process.

Administrative

2. The CeThfication Pilot activity allowed me to examine my style as

a learner, a leader and as a me7per of a group. I hope to improve it

increasing reflection and right - Drained icea generation activities as part

of my Peer Assisted Leadership experience and through structuring furtner

workshop offerings for 1-95 administrators.

3. The needs of the system for new buildings and the estaolishment of

two building committees make it necessary for me to be familiar with the

scnool building process. Reality dictated this goal.

4. Having como7eted course work and comprehensive exam"atiors in the

Ec.D. program at , my goal for the coming year cons:sts in gaininc

accentance of the d-.:sertation prcpcoa. (irst 2 chapters). S'nce : cc not

have a complete committee Et this tim,,, this s:age will cor:Jm,:. t7:: major

part of 19a'.
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SAMP:E

APPENDIX P

S,t' ''..E

KENNEBEC VALLEY ADMINISTRATOR CERT:7:DATION PILOT

ADMINISTRATOR ADTION PLA,

Augusta Public Schools

SAD #47 (Oakland)

SAD #48 (Newport)

SAD #49 (Fairfield)

SAD #54 (Skowhegan)

Union #52 (Winslow) ,'

Waterville Public Schools

University of Maine

NAME: Mary Smith

PRESENT POSITION: Grade 3 Teacher,

Brookville Elementar: School, SAD #99

CERTIFICATION SOUGHT: Elementary

Principal-Initial

SUPPORT TEAM MEMBERS/MENTOR:

John Roy, Sally Donovan, Sue Casey

DATE OF SUBMITTAL:

October 15, 1986



AMIN:SIR:TOR ACTION PLAN

COMP:TENCY I: COMMUNITY RELATIONS

Informs, invites, anc involves the community it a col:abora-
tive manner, with goal setting and implementation cf school/
system policies and practices.

GOAL A

Improve both one-way and two-way communications with parents and other
citizens in the community of Brookville.

ACTIVITY #1

Develop, publish, and distribute three occasiu;ial new.letters, high-
lighting school activities, effective instructional programs, ana school
policies.

Evaluation: Present samples of each newsletter to support team members.
Location of actWty: Brookville Elementary School

Mentor: Beverly Scott, Assistant Principal

Date to commence work: September 15, 1986

Date of completion: May 1, 1987

ACTIVITY t2

Organize and direct a Grandparents" Day to be held in conjunction with
American Education Week.

Evaluation: Present copy of program, press release, and data on number of
participants invo.:ved to support them.

Location of activity: Brookville Elementary School

Mentor: David Jones, Principal

Date to commence wore: September 10, 1986

Date of completion: November 20, 1985

GOAL E

Become mcrs ::amiliar with 1:n001 -community efi-orts to e' aluate

improve district schools.
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ACT:'-':-` 11

Serve on the distct's School Improvement Team, cnairing tne sub-

committee
assigned to elementary education.

Evaluation:
Provide support team with copies of the minutes the meet-

ings, as well as recommendations forwarded from the sub-committee to the

full School Improvement Team.

Location of activity: district central office

Mentor: Cheryl Smithson, Elementary Supervisor

Date to commence work: October 15, 1986

Date of completion: On -c:ing

COMPETENa II: FINANCE' AND BUDGET

Demonstrates an understanding of the budget preparation

process and the management of the categories that support

the goals and objectives oi' the scnool/system.

GOAL A

Develop a broader perspective of the budget preparation process and the

management of allocated funds.

ACTIVITY #1

Assist with the preparation of the 1987-88 textbook and libra-y media

center budget requests and monitor the 19E5-87 accounts.

Evaluation: Present a letter from David Jones, principal, documenting the

extent of participation in the budget process. Submit samples of the

textbook/library media budget to support team.

Location of activity: Brookvi.re Elementary School

Mentor: David Jones, Principal

Date tc commence work: December 11, 1957:

Date of completion: June 1, 1987



a '

AC-7V7T1 c2

Attend a Department of Educational and CL rural Services informational

workshop ca the scho: accounting system. Review district's version of the

accounting sy..tem witn bui;ding principal.

Evaluation: Provide support team with agenda and materials distributed at

the worksnop. Present a sEl *-evaluation statement regarding personal

knowledge of the school accounting system.

Location of activity: Augusta

Mentor: DECS staff; David Jones, Principal

Da-e to commence work: February 1C, 1986

Date of completion: February 20, 1586

ACTIVITY #3 ./
Meet with the Superintendent to review the district's guidelines for

budget p-eparotion. Review meeting and direct any questions to tuiding
principal.

Evaluation: Provide a t-ief summary of the meeting to the support team, as
well as a copy of the questions that were prepared for the principal.

Location of activity: district central office

Mentor: Robert Forbes, Superintendent of Schools; David Jones, Principal

Dre to commence work: December 10, 1985

Date of completion: December 20, 1986

ACTIVITY #4

Attend three school board budget workshops to gait insight into the
development of a school dstrict budget.

Evaluation; Submit tne agendas and minutes of the workshop sessions

attended.

Location of activity: district central office

Mentor: David Jones, Principal

Date to sommensi work: Feoruary 15, 1957

Date of soms7E:ion: F.: -on 2E, 1987
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V

COMDETEK% Ill: SUPEZVIS2ON ANZ EV...LIATION OF F:RSONNEL

Supervises and evaluates the effectiveness c: the person -

responsible or the delivery of the school program.

GOAL A

Acquire an initial level of knowledge and skill in clinical supervisory

techniques.

ACTIVITY #1

Undertake a general review of the professional literature regarding the

development and use of clinical supervisory techniques with prospective and

practicing teachers.

Evaluation: Submit ar annotated bibliography of the literature review to

the support team. /

Location of activity: --

Mentor: Beverly Scott, Assistant Principal

Date to commence work: March 1, 1987

Date of completion: June 1, 1987

ACTIVITY 42

Participate in a two-day conference with Dr. Madeline Hunter on effec-

tive teaching and supervision.

Evaluation: Present a copy of the agenda and materials from her conference

to the support team.

Location of activity: Portland, Maine

Mentor: David Jones, Principal

Date to commence work: February 5, 1986

Date of completion: February 6, 1986

ACTIVITY *3

Complete a practicum involving observation of teaching and conferencing

skills.

:valuation: Present a narrative evaluation from David Jones, oul'ining

a : :ivi :ies completed and everal. performance.

L: :ion of activity: Brookvile Elementary School

Mentor: David Jones, Principal

Date to commence work: October 1, 1986

Date of completion: December 25, 1986



ACTIVITY 04

Complete an in-service center on Joyce's "Models of

Evaluation: Submit a transcript on certificate outlining complet pn of the

course.

L,:ation of activity: SAD 0101, Forest City

Mentor: Charlene Carey, Instructor

Date to commence work: July 8, 1987

Date of completion: July 26, 19E7

COMPETENCY IV: FEDERAL AND STATE CIVIL RIGHTS AND EDUCATIONAL LAWS

Demonstiates knowledge of national, state, and 'coal laws
and applies this knowledge in the 62y-to-:ay pecison-
making which affects students and employees.

GOAL A

Acquire an initial level of knowledge regarding school law.

ACTIVITY 01

Complete EAD 531, School Law for Administrators, the College of Educa-
tion, University of Maine.

Evaluation: Submit a transcript of the course documenting completion and
grade earned.

Location of activity: Messalonskee High School

Mentor: John Skehan

Date to commence work: September 5, 1987

Date of completion: December 15, 1967

NOTE: Similar goal statemants and activities would be provided for each of
the remainin,7 six competency areas. Obviousl, the e,tert and : -eadtt. of

action pans are affected by eacn Landicate's past experience. e:ucazion,
and whether certiflcation 1: irltlal or renewal. Prevlou: Lxper-ence and
education may indica:e tnat a candidate possesses certain competencie:,

taus eliminating the need for any goals or activities in certain competency
areas.


